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Abstract
Knowledge is recognized as a vital asset in organizations. A large number of organizations
are implementing knowledge management systems (KMS) in order to leverage their
knowledge resources, a common form of which are electronic knowledge repositories (EKR).
Since EKR implementation is costly, management needs to be aware of the factors that will
make EKR more usable in order to reap benefit from its KM investment. This study formulates
and tests theoretical models relating potential antecedent factors to the usability of EKR from
the perspectives of both knowledge contributors and seekers. The findings of this study show
that robustness, monitoring, and knowledge organization are positively related to EKR
usability for knowledge contributors. For knowledge seekers, robustness, content, and
knowledge organization significantly impact EKR usability. This study has implications for
both knowledge management practitioners and researchers.
Keywords: Electronic knowledge repository, usability, knowledge contributor, knowledge
seeker.

1. Introduction
The importance of knowledge management (KM) is being realized by a large number of
organizations. A firm’s competency is increasingly seen as being rooted in the skills and
knowledge of its employees (Gray 2001). Most large consulting firms have built
comprehensive systems for capturing and transferring knowledge to consultants so they can
garner projects and deliver clients solutions built on best practices (O’Dell and Grayson
1998). Firms such as Siemens, Chevron Texaco, and Dow Chemical have benefited in terms
of increased revenue and improved customer satisfaction from their introduction of KM
initiatives (Vestal 2002).
KM is defined as a systemic and organizationally specified process for acquiring, organizing
and communicating knowledge of employees so that other employees may make use of it to
be more effective and productive in their work (Alavi and Leidner 1999). Knowledge
management systems (KMS) are IT-based systems developed to support and enhance the
organizational processes of knowledge creation, storage/retrieval, transfer, and application
(Alavi and Leidner 2001). The most common form of KMS is the electronic knowledge
repository (EKR) (Davenport and Prusak 2000). EKR are intended to facilitate sharing,
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integration, and reusing of knowledge in the organization and are considered key to
organizational learning (Stein and Zwass 1995).
The value of EKR is derived from its use by both knowledge contributors and knowledge
seekers. However, getting people to share knowledge both face to face and through KMS like
EKR is a major challenge in KM (KPMG 2000). Usability studies of KMS if well designed
can provide a good evaluation of system use, user satisfaction, and net benefits (Kankanhalli
and Tan 2004), which are important aspects of success of these systems (Jennex and Olfman
2003). However, there is a lack of research on the usability of KMS and few papers describe
the antecedents of the usability or usage. Further, identifying appropriate measures for the
usability of these systems is important because what is not measured is often difficult to
manage (Van Buren 1999). With such motivation in mind, this study attempts to identify the
antecedents and appropriate measures of EKR usability for both knowledge contributors and
seekers. The findings can serve to inform EKR design and KM practice.
2. Conceptual Background
The conceptual bases to identify the attributes of EKR usability for both contributors and
seekers is mainly derived from the human computer interaction (HCI), information systems
(IS), and KMS success fields.
2.1 Definition of Usability
The international standard, ISO 9241-11 (Karat 1997), provides guidance on usability and
defines it as the extent to which a product or system can be used by specified users to achieve
their goals with effectiveness, efficiency and satisfaction in a specified context of use. This is
a very fundamental and high-level conceptual definition from which most other definitions of
usability originate (Agarwal and Venkatesh 2002). Dix et al. (1998) further described the
subconcepts of usability. Effectiveness measures the accuracy and completeness with which
users can achieve their goals. Efficiency is defined as the resources expended in relation to
the accuracy and completeness of goals achieved. User satisfaction refers to the comfort and
acceptability of the work system to its users and other people affected by its use.
Effectiveness, efficiency and user satisfaction are the basic outcome measures for an usable
system. Factors that may determine these outcomes are identified from the literature on IS
and KMS success.
2.2. IS and KMS Success
DeLone and McLean’s (1992) model of IS success has received interest and widespread
popularity amongst researchers. By organizing and integrating previous literature the authors
built a taxonomy which consisted of six dimensions of IS success. The dimensions are system
quality, information quality, use, user satisfaction, individual impact, and organizational
impact. In a ten-year update, DeLone and McLean revised and refined the success model
(DeLone and McLean 2003). In the new model, use was expanded by including intent to use.
Also, individual impact and organizational impact were grouped into a single category called
net benefits.
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Jennex and Olfman (2003) extended the updated DeLone and McLean success model to
measure KMS success. The adapted model for the KMS context is shown in Figure 1. In this
model, information quality was re-conceptualized as knowledge quality. For the outcome
measures, the authors argued that perceived benefits should be added to the intent to use
construct. Since the use of KMS is usually voluntary these two concepts should be highly
correlated. Use and user satisfaction were combined into one construct since they have strong
correlation. The items for measuring net benefits mainly assessed improvements in
effectiveness and efficiency of individual performance. Based on this model, knowledge
quality and system quality appear as antecedents of usability outcomes which include use,
user satisfaction, efficiency, and effectiveness.

System Quality
Intent to Use /
Perceived Benefit
Net Benefits
Knowledge Quality

Use / User Satisfaction

Figure 1: KMS Success Model (Source: Jennex and Olfman 2003)

3. Model and Hypotheses
Based on the Jennex and Olfman KMS success model we formulated models of EKR
usability for contributors and seekers with system quality and knowledge quality as
antecedents (see Figure 21). The dependant variable consists of measures of effectiveness,
efficiency, and satisfaction from the original definition of usability as well as use measures as
per the Jennex and Olfman model. Knowledge quality consists of both content aspects as well
as the way in which content is organized (Huang 1999; Jennex and Olfman 2003) for
knowledge seekers. For contributors, knowledge organization is the relevant aspect of
knowledge quality since contributors are the ones providing content to EKR. System quality
includes concepts of ease of use, flexibility, robustness (Dix et al. 1998), and monitoring
(Baek and Liebowitz 1999).
3.1 System Quality
System quality refers to the desired characteristics of EKR which consist of ease of use,
flexibility, robustness, and monitoring capability. Ease of use is considered an important
antecedent of usability since it is likely to influence the usage and acceptance of the system
(Belardo et al. 1982; Davis 1989; Keeker 1997). Even if users believe that the system is
useful but simultaneously believe that the system is too hard to use, the benefits of usage may
be outweighed by the effort of using the system. This suggests the following hypotheses,

1

Although the constructs are defined commonly for contributors and seekers, the items for each are different.
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System
Quality
Ease of use
H1
Flexibility

H2
H3

Robustness

Knowledge
Quality

Outcome
Measures

H4

y
y
y
y

EKR Usability
Use
Effectiveness
Efficiency
User Satisfaction

H6

H5

Content

Knowledge
Organization

Monitoring

Figure 2: Research Model for EKR Usability
(Note: Content is relevant for seekers only)
H1c: Ease of use is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge contributors
H1s: Ease of use is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge seekers
Flexibility is considered as an important system capability (Bailey and Pearson 1983;
Mahmood 1987). It refers to the multiplicity of ways the user and system interact with each
other (Dix et al., 1998). System flexibility indicates how well the system can adapt
satisfactorily to user requirements (Lecerof and Paternò 1998) and therefore is likely to affect
usability. Thus, we hypothesize:
H2c: Flexibility is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge contributors
H2s: Flexibility is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge seekers
System robustness includes response time and reliability (Dix et al. 1998). Download delay
and response time are considered as important antecedents of web-based system usability
(Keeker 1997; Nielsen 2000; Palmer 2002). These antecedents are likely to be relevant for
EKR which typically have a web-like interface as well. System reliability and up time have
also been found to influence usability of IS (Belardo et al. 1982; Srinivasan 1985). More
robust EKR are likely to have greater usability.
H3c: Robustness is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge contributors
H3s: Robustness is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge seekers
Previous studies (Baek and Liebowitz 1999) have noted the need for tracking knowledge
contribution and seeking activities in order to provide fair assessment and incentives for these
activities. At the system level, the EKR must have a good monitoring capability to track user
behavior for both contributors and seekers and reward them accordingly. The monitoring
capability is likely to influence usability of EKR.
1680

H4c: Monitoring capability is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge contributors
H4s: Monitoring capability is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge seekers
3.2 Knowledge Quality
Knowledge quality refers to the desired characteristics of the EKR knowledge in terms of
content (for knowledge seekers) and organization (for both contributors and seekers).
Knowledge organization is defined as the sequencing of pages, well organized layout, and
consistency of navigation protocols (Palmer 2002). Researchers suggest that organization and
navigation are important determinants of usability (Nielsen 2000).
H5c: Knowledge organization is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge
contributors
H5s: Knowledge organization is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge seekers
Content is one of the most important antecedents of website usability (Keeker 1997; Palmer
2002; Agarwal and Venkatesh 2002). Content quality, accuracy, and reliability of the
knowledge in EKR have been found critical to usage of EKR by knowledge seekers
(Kankanhalli et al. 2001). Therefore we hypothesize
H6: EKR content is positively related to EKR usability for knowledge seekers.

4. Research Methodology
The survey research method was chosen in this study for greater generalizability. Constructs
were operationalized through literature review and subjected to conceptual validation
(Churchill 1979).
4.1 Operationalization of Constructs
The survey items were generated from review of the relevant HCI, IS, and KM literature. The
review helped to discover the dimensions and items of existing constructs and derive the
reasoning behind the self-developed items. Since this study is exploratory, most of the items
in the survey are adopted from non-EKR context or newly developed. A thorough conceptual
validation exercise was conducted based on Moore and Benbasat’s (1991) procedure. Except
for monitoring and knowledge organization, remaining constructs appear to be formative
(Chin 1998a) and consist of several dimensions. All 44 items for contributors and 49 items
for seekers were structured on a rating scale of seven points. The operationalization of
constructs is summarized in Table 1.
4.2 Survey Administration
The survey was administered to part-time (evening) postgraduate students at the computing
department of a large university in Singapore. The 98 participants were working in
knowledge intensive jobs, mainly in the computer and education industries. The EKR under
study was a part of the department digital library. The repository contained reports, working
papers, theses, and other publications. All participants had experience seeking from the EKR
while 47 of them had contributed to the EKR. These 47 individuals were asked to complete
the contributor questionnaire while the remaining participants filled out the seeker
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questionnaire. The majority of respondents were male (63.6%), aged between 21 and 29 years
old (81.8%), and had less than six years working experience (80.8%). Most of the
respondents held Bachelor degrees (72.7%) with the remaining having Masters degrees.
Constructs
Ease of Use
(EOU)

Flexibility
(FLE)

Robustness
(ROB)

Monitoring
(MON)

Contributor Model
y Ease of access (EOU1, 2)
y Ease of control (EOU3, 4)
y Ease of learning (EOU5, 6)
y Ease of understanding
(EOU7, 8)
y Functionality (FLE1)
y Media use (FLE2, 3)
y Multi-tasking (FLE4, 5)
y Collaboration (FLE6, 7)
y Customization (FLE8, 9)
y Feedback mechanism
(ROB1, 2)
y Responsiveness (ROB3, 4)
y Recoverability (ROB5, 6)
y System up time (ROB7, 8)
y Integrity and security
(MON1, 2)
y Tracking (MON3, 4)

y
y
y
y
y

Content
(CON)

Knowledge
Organization
(KOR)
EKR
Usability

Seeker Model
y Ease of access (EOU1, 2)
y Ease of control (EOU3)
y Ease of learning (EOU4, 5)
y Ease of understanding
(EOU6, 7)
y Functionality (FLE1, 2)
y Media use (FLE3, 4)
y Multi-tasking (FLE5, 6)
y Substitutivity (FLE7, 8)
y Customization (FLE9*, 10*)
y Feedback mechanism
(ROB1, 2)
y Responsiveness (ROB3, 4)
y Recoverability (ROB5, 6)
y System up time (ROB7, 8)
y Tracking (MON1, 2)

y Format of input (KOR1)
y Knowledge indexing
(KOR2)
y Use (USE1 – 4)
y Effectiveness (EFE1 – 3)
y Efficiency (EFI1, 2)
y User satisfaction (USA1 – 4)

Depth and breadth (CON1)
Timeliness (CON2, 3)
Accuracy (CON4, 5)
Reliability (CON6)
Clarity and Readability
(CON7)
y Presentation and formatting
(KOR1 – 4)

y
y
y
y

Use (USE1 – 3)
Effectiveness (EFE1 – 4)
Efficiency (EFI1, 2)
User satisfaction (USA1 – 4)

Item Source
y El Sawy et al.
(1986)
y Davis (1989)
y Dix et al. (1998)
y Self-developed
y Palmer (2002)
y Dix et al. (1998)
y Self-developed

y Palmer (2002)
y Srinivasan (1985)
y Belardo et al.
(1982)
y Self-developed
Self-developed
based on Baek et al.
(1999)
y Kankanhalli et al.
(2001)
y Agarwal and
Venkatesh (2002)

y
y
y
y

Palmer (2002)
Stein et al. (1995)
Self-developed
DeLone and
McLean (1992)
y Dix et al. (1998)
y Davis (1989)

Table 1: Operationalization of Constructs
(* item deleted after validity test)

5. Data Analysis and Results
Partial Least Squares (PLS), a structural equation modeling technique that simultaneously
tests measurement and structural models, was used for data analysis. PLS is well suited for
early stages of theory development with small sample sizes such as in our study (Barclay et al.
1995). Another reason to use PLS is because it can handle the formative constructs in our
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models (Chin 1998b) as opposed to covariance based structural analysis packages such as
LISREL. PLS Graph 2.91 was used for the validation and testing of the research models.
5.1 Measurement Model Evaluation
The strength of a measurement model can be demonstrated through convergent and
discriminant validity (Hair et al. 1995). Convergent validity is the extent to which two or
more items measuring the same construct agree, while discriminant validity is the degree to
which items of a construct differ from those of other constructs (Cook and Campbell 1979).
While testing for convergent validity we distinguish between reflective (MON and KOR in
the seeker model) and formative constructs (all remaining constructs in the two models).
Monitoring (MON) and Knowledge Organization (KOR) in the knowledge seeker’s
measurement model are reflective constructs since they are unidimensional and all the items
should reflect the same latent variables. The convergent validity of reflective indicators can
be measured in three ways: (1) item reliability, which has a minimum required loading of
0.707 between the item and the intended construct (Chin 1998a), (2) Cronbach’s Alpha and
composite reliability of construct, for which values of 0.707 or above indicate adequate
internal consistency (Thompson et al. 1994), and (3) average variance extracted (AVE) by
construct, for which the minimum acceptable value is 0.5 (Fornell et al. 1981). The reflective
constructs in this study appear to pass all the tests for convergent validity (refer to Table 2).
Construct and Items
Monitoring
MON1
MON2
Knowledge Organization
KOR1
KOR2
KOR4
KOR4

Item Reliability

Cronbach's
Alpha
0.85

Composite
Reliability
0.93

Average Variance
Extracted (AVE)
0.86

0.83

0.89

0.67

0.91
0.95
0.86
0.82
0.85
0.75

Table 2: Convergent Validity of Reflective Constructs
For formative measures, although internal consistency and reliability are inappropriate, the
item weights can be examined to identify the relevance of the items to the research model
(Wixom and Watson 2001). Item weights can be interpreted as a beta coefficient in a standard
regression and the general approach is to compare the weights of different indicators rather
than interpreting them in a factor loading sense (Sambamurthy and Chin 1994). Table 3
shows the item weights for the contributor constructs and Table 4 for the seeker formative
construct items.
We can see from Table 3 that for knowledge contributors, EOU6, FLE4, ROB4, ROB7,
MON1, MON3, USE3, and EFI2 contribute the most to their respective constructs. This
suggests that knowledge contributors mainly value ease of learning, multi-tasking capability,
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responsiveness, reliability, tracking capability, and integrity of EKR. In the outcome
measures, use and efficiency are the main concerns for knowledge contributors. For
knowledge seekers, Table 4 shows that EOU1, EOU3, FLE1, ROB4, CON5, and USA2 are
the main contributors to their respective constructs. This suggests that knowledge seekers are
more concerned about the ease of access, ease of control, functionality, and responsiveness of
EKR. They also care about the accuracy of the knowledge they obtain. User satisfaction is a
key indicator in the outcome measures for seekers.
Constructs and Items
Ease of Use
EOU1
EOU2
EOU3
EOU4
EOU5
EOU6
EOU7
EOU8
Robustness
ROB1
ROB2
ROB3
ROB4
ROB5
ROB6
ROB7
ROB8
Monitoring
MON1
MON2
MON3
MON4
Knowledge Organization
KOR1
KOR2

Item Weight
0.37
-0.27*
0.23**
0.22**
-0.25**
0.41***
0.83**
-0.46**
0.06
0.15
0.39**
-0.21***
0.07*
0.22
0.23***
0.44*
0.86***
-0.35**
0.51***
0.05**
-0.57**
-0.59

Constructs and Items
Item Weight
Flexibility
FLE1
0.25
FLE2
0.18
FLE3
-0.21
FLE4
0.61***
FLE5
0.53**
FLE6
0.37
FLE7
-0.43*
FLE8
0.29
FLE9
-0.55
EKR Usability
USE1
-0.13**
USE2
0.06**
USE3
-0.32***
USE4
0.27
EFE1
0.36
EFE2
-0.37
EFE3
0.32
EFI1
-0.23
EFI2
0.92***
USA1
0.40**
USA2
-0.34*
USA3
0.17
USA4
-0.07*
* Indicates item is significant at p < 0.05;
** p < 0.025; *** p < 0.0005

Table 3: Item Weighting for Knowledge Contributor Constructs
Discriminant validity can be tested by observing the question loadings in a factor analysis of
the constructs. This test requires that each question load more highly to the intended construct
than other constructs (Jarvenpaa 1989). Factor analysis with principal component analysis
and varimax rotation in SPSS 11.05 was used to examine the question loadings. From Table 5
we can see that all items for the two reflective constructs loaded higher to the intended
constructs and passed the discriminant validity test.
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Constructs and Items
Ease of Use
EOU1
EOU2
EOU3
EOU4
EOU5
EOU6
EOU7
Flexibility
FLE1
FLE2
FLE3
FLE4
FLE5
FLE6
FLE7
FLE8
Content
CON1
CON2
CON3
CON4
CON5
CON6
CON7

Item Weight
0.58**
-0.24
0.53**
0.23
-0.26
0.37
-0.10
0.48**
0.32
0.17
-0.21
0.11
0.04
0.07
0.39*
0.30*
0.31*
0.24
-0.25
0.43**
-0.10
0.31*

Constructs and Items
Item Weight
Robustness
ROB1
0.27
ROB2
0.05
ROB3
0.35
ROB4
0.40**
ROB5
0.03
ROB6
-0.20
ROB7
0.38*
ROB8
0.01
EKR Usability
USE1
0.35*
USE2
-0.03
USE3
-0.04
EFE1
0.27*
EFE2
-0.01
EFE3
-0.20
EFE4
-0.14
EFI1
0.12
EFI2
0.02
USA1
0.05
USA2
0.49**
USA3
-0.07
USA4
0.39*
* Indicates item is significant at p < 0.05;
** p < 0.025; *** p < 0.0005

Table 4: Item Weighting for Knowledge Seeker Formative Constructs
Constructs and Items

Component

Monitoring
MON1
MON2
Knowledge Organization
KOR1
KOR2
KOR3
KOR4

KOR

MON

0.01
0.20

0.93
0.91

0.82
0.85
0.79
0.78

0.18
-0.05
0.03
0.37

Table 5: Factor Analysis Results for Reflective Constructs
5.2 Structural Model Evaluation
After assessing the validity of the measurement models, the structural models were evaluated
for their predictive validity and results of hypotheses testing. The explanatory power and
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predictive validity of a structural model can be assessed by looking at the R2 value of the
final dependant variable (Falk and Miller 1992). In this study, the R2 value of EKR usability
for the contributor model is 0.82 and for the seeker model is 0.85. This suggests that the
models have significantly high predictive validity.
After computing the path coefficient estimates in the two models, PLS used the Jack-knife
resampling technique to obtain the T-statistic for each path. To determine whether a
hypothesis is supported, the sign of the path coefficient needs to be examined as well as the
significance of the path coefficients (Keil et al. 2000). Tables 6 and 7 present the results of
hypotheses testing for the two models.
Hypothesis
H1c: Ease of use to Usability
H2c: Flexibility to Usability
H3c: Robustness to Usability
H4c: Monitoring to Usability
H5c: Knowledge organization
to Usability

Path Coefficient
-0.09
0.30
0.46
0.45
0.16

T-Value
-1.52
1.28
3.05
3.40
3.15

P-Value
NS
NS
< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005

Outcome
Not Supported
Not Supported
Supported
Supported
Supported

Table 6: Results for Contributor Model Hypotheses Testing
Hypothesis
H1s: Ease of use to Usability
H2s: Flexibility to Usability
H3s: Robustness to Usability
H4s: Monitoring to Usability
H5s: Knowledge organization
to Usability
H6: Content to Usability

Path Coefficient
0.11
-0.03
0.40
-0.07
0.39

T-Value
0.15
-0.86
2.00
-0.56
2.24

P-Value
NS
NS
< 0.05
NS
< 0.025

Outcome
Not Supported
Not Supported
Supported
Not Supported
Supported

0.20

2.37

< 0.005

Supported

Table 7: Result for Seeker Model Hypotheses Testing
The results presented in Tables 6 and 7 show that robustness and knowledge organization are
positively related to EKR usability in both contributor and seeker models. Monitoring is
positively related to usability for knowledge contributors but not for seekers. Content is
positively related to usability for knowledge seekers. Ease of use and flexibility are not
significantly related to EKR usability for both models. Respondent demographics did not
appear to affect the results of our study.

6. Discussion and Implications
This study has developed and tested models for explaining EKR usability from both
knowledge contributor and seeker perspectives. It has identified significant determinants of
usability for both types of users.
6.1 Robustness
Our findings indicate that system robustness is positively related to EKR usability for both
knowledge contributors and seekers. Contributors and seekers place value on the system
self-improvement ability (by incorporating user feedback), system responsiveness,
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recoverability, and system reliability. In particular, the high item weights on responsiveness
and system reliability suggest that users want a fast and highly reliable system with
satisfactory system up time. They would like to refer to the system without worrying about
break downs when there is a need for knowledge searching or sharing. This finding also
implies that focused functionality is important, especially when the additional features may
affect the speed or reliability of the system.
6.2 Knowledge Organization
The hypotheses on the positive relation between knowledge organization and EKR usability
is supported in both contributor and seeker models. This finding shows that the indexing and
formatting of the knowledge is important to knowledge contributors and seekers. For
knowledge contributors, proper indexing could reduce the codification effort to input
knowledge. For knowledge seekers, proper indexing of knowledge, clear formatting of the
displaying page and the logical sequence of knowledge presentation could facilitate
knowledge seeking. Therefore creating the appropriate knowledge taxonomy as well as
classification and indexing schemes is important for EKR usability.
6.3 Monitoring
The hypothesis regarding the monitoring capability of the EKR system is supported in the
contributor model but not in the seeker model. For knowledge contributors, the security and
integrity of the knowledge they have contributed are important. They do not want any loss or
distortion of the knowledge they have shared. As part of the monitoring capability, an
effective tracking system is necessary to ensure fair reward of knowledge contributors. Our
findings agree with previous literature which suggests that fairness provides motivation for
contributors to share their knowledge (Baek and Liebowitz 1999). However knowledge
seekers normally do not have the above mentioned concerns and monitoring capability of the
EKR does not seem as relevant to them. Therefore, to encourage contributor usage, an
organizational policy to ensure fair credit for sharing is necessary.
6.4 Content
The quality of the knowledge content of the EKR is very important to knowledge seekers.
Our findings show that the depth of knowledge, timeliness, accuracy, reliability and clarity of
the knowledge content are related to the perceived EKR usability by knowledge seekers.
Ultimately, the knowledge seekers are seeking for content. The quality of content is a
necessary factor to determine whether knowledge seekers can achieve their query goals. This
is similar to the website case, where users also rated content as the most important criterion
for usability (Agarwal and Venkatesh 2002).
6.5 Ease of Use
The hypotheses on the relationship between ease of use and EKR usability are not supported
in both knowledge contributor and seeker models. A possible reason for this could be that
most of the users of EKR who took part in this study, whether contributors or seekers, are
knowledge workers with high proficiency in IT. Therefore they may not find the system
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difficult to use. Davis (1989) noted that self-efficacy is related to perceived ease of use. In
our study, since the subjects are mainly IT professionals, perceived ease of use may not be a
concern towards usability.
6.6 Flexibility
Our findings suggest that that the flexibility of EKR does not affect EKR usability for both
contributor and seeker models. This could be explained by the fact that most of the
knowledge contributors and seekers usually use the EKR with specific goals of knowledge
contribution or seeking. Since their usage is very goal-specific, as long as they can achieve
their purpose of contributing or seeking, it does not matter to them whether the system is
equipped with other fancy functions, customizability, multiple ways of working, or multiple
media types. Although features like customization or media use are important to websites
(Agarwal and Venkatesh 2002; Palmer 2002), this may not be the case in a more goal-specific
system such as EKR. This finding implies that organizations should focus on the core
functions of EKR instead of the additional features.

7. Conclusion
This study develops and empirically tests models to measure EKR usability from the
contributor and seeker perspectives. Since there are very few prior studies on the usability of
KMS, this work is done in the hope of closing this gap. The survey instruments have been
rigorously developed and validated. Among a number of potential antecedents, the results
indicate which of the antecedents are significant in determining EKR usability. Since the
sample size of this study is small with a majority of participants from the IT industry, future
studies can test the models on larger samples of knowledge workers from a variety of
industries. Nevertheless, the models provide researchers with a basis for future studies on
KMS usage. The findings of this study also provide suggestions to practitioners on how to
measure and improve usability of EKR in organizations.
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